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Based  on  an  original  double‐blind  survey  on  randomly  drawn  samples  of  over  10,000 
manufacturing firms across a range of different industries and countries, the World Management 
Survey is one of the first large and internationally comparable management practices data sets. 






















the  issue  of whether management practices were  an  important  factor  in  understanding  the 





managers and policy makers  in Greece, on how  to  increase management quality, and hence, 
firms’ productivity. 











































when  the  two  are  inconsistent.  Third,  incentives/people management:  evaluating  how  firms 




















generally never heard of  them before, and so  they had no preconceptions. All  the  interviews 
were carried out in the native language of each manager. 
For  internal  consistency  and  validity,  we  also  performed  two  separate  exercises.  First, 




































countries,  such as  India, Brazil and China. Greece, although  somewhere  in  the middle of  this 
graph, scores the lowest among OECD and EU countries. 




with  some  countries  scoring  higher  in monitoring  and  target  setting  and  others more  so  in 
incentives,  Greece  is  consistently  very  near  the  bottom  of  the  distribution  across  all  three 
dimensions. 
Another way to highlight the significance of these differences is to take a more macroeconomic 
perspective.  In  the  spirit  of  development  accounting, Bloom,  Sadun  and Van Reenen  (2016) 
decompose the deficit of Greece to the US to a difference in the average management score and 
the  reallocation effect  (i.e. how easy  it  is  to  reallocate  resources  from  the worst  to  the best 
performing  firms).7  They  estimate  that  improving  Greece’s  (employment weighted)  average 
management  score  to  that of  the US would  increase Greek  total  factor productivity  (TFP) by 
16.5%, a third of the total TFP gap between Greece and the US. Improving reallocation8 by itself 
would bridge over 11% of the US‐Greece TFP gap. 
Moving  beyond  the  cross  country  comparisons,  it  is  also  very  informative  to  examine  the 
distribution  of  management  scores  within  each  country.  Figure  2  shows  the  histogram  of 
management scores  for US  firms  (bar chart) and  its smoothed kernel  fitted distribution  (dark 
line).  It also overlays the US distribution onto the histogram of management scores for Greek 






















words, compared  to  the US,  the whole distribution of management  scores  for Greek  firms  is 
shifted to the left with the differences being more pronounced as we move towards the worst 




















how  the  quality  of  management  is  affected  too.  Figure  3  plots  each  country’s  average 
management  scores against  the  “Ease of Doing Business”  index  from  the World Bank, which 
measures  and  ranks  countries  on multiple  dimensions  of  their  regulatory  environment. Not 
surprisingly,  the harder  it  is  to do business  in a country,  the  lower  the average management 
quality of its firms is. As we can see  in Figure 3, Greece has the  lowest ranking among EU and 





focused almost exclusively on  the budget deficit,  scant attention has been paid  to  the  trade 
deficit. However, for Greece to revive its economy and to follow a sustainable long term growth 
plan, paying attention  to and eliminating  the  trade balance deficit  is equally  important  (see, 
Arkolakis, Doxiadis and Galelianos, 2016). Helping firms to export and trade across borders is an 
essential first step. Figure 4 plots the average management score for each country against the 




hire,  fire,  pay  and  promote  employees  based  on merit  alone.  Figure  5  plots  each  country’s 
average management  score on  incentives management against an employment  rigidity  index 
from the World Bank, which focuses on the difficulties that firms face  in hiring workers, firing 
workers  and  changing  their  hours  and  pay.  Tougher  labour  market  regulation  is  indeed 
                                                            









































However,  a  related  issue  is  the  large difference  that we observe between multinational  and 
domestic firms within a country. Figure 9 plots management scores by country for domestic firms 
and  foreign multinationals. Multinationals  are not only better  than domestic  firms  across  all 




















over‐scoring all around the world,  i.e. the average self‐score  is higher than the actual score  in 











with  the  aim  to  quantify  the  role  of  managerial  practices  in  understanding  productivity 
differences across firms and across countries. I present evidence demonstrating the low ranking 
of firms in the Greek economy compared to other EU and OECD countries. I also explore various 
factors  that  seem  to  be  strongly  associated  with  better  managerial  practices,  such  as 
competition, regulatory framework, type of ownership and quality of human capital.  
Overall,  rigid  labour  and  very  restrictive  product  market  regulation  affects  the  quality  of 





opinion, an outcome of many  forces  (for example,  inefficient  financial markets)  that  requires 
further  research.  On  the  other  hand,  there  are  important  lessons  to  be  drawn  from  the 
management quality of foreign multinationals  in Greece and their apparent ability to transfer 
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Figure 1: Average management score across countries 
 
Note: Average management score calculated based on all firms in each country. 




















Figure 2: Distribution of management score within Greece and comparison with the US 
 
Note: The bars represent the histogram of management scores in the two countries. The solid 
line overlays the US distribution onto the histogram of management scores for Greek firms to 
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Figure 3: Ease of Doing Business and management across countries 
  
Note: Management scores in the WMS survey plotted against the World Bank’s 2014 doing 
business “Ease of Doing Business” rank, where 1 is best and 189 is worst. See 
http://www.doingbusiness.org/rankings.  
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Figure 4: Trading across borders and management across countries 
 
Note: Management scores in the WMS survey plotted against the World Bank’s 2014 doing 
business “Trading Across Borders” rank, where 1 is best and 189 is worst. See 
http://www.doingbusiness.org/rankings.  
Source: WMS and World Bank 
  













Figure 5: Labour market regulation rigidity and incentives management across countries 
 
Note: Incentives management is defined as management practices around hiring, firing, pay and 
promotions. The index of labour regulation is from the Doing Business report of the World Bank. 
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Figure 6: Competition and management scores across countries 
 
Note: Self-reported number of competitors. 
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Note: Management scores after controlling for country, industry and number of employees. 
Source: WMS 
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Figure 9: Multinationals vs. domestic firms across countries 
 
Note: Domestic multinationals are excluded from domestic firms. 
Source: WMS 
  
























Figure 10: Education and management scores worldwide 















Figure 11: Education and management scores in Greece 
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Figure 12: Actual vs. self-score across countries 
 
Note: Actual score is the score given to the firm through the survey. Self-score is the manager’s response to the 
question “Excluding yourself, how would you rate your company’s management from 1 to 10, one being the 


























Australia 3.00 7 3.28 8 2.99 6 2.73 9 459
Canada 3.14 5 3.52 3 3.04 5 2.92 3 418
Chile 2.71 16 2.99 15 2.56 16 2.60 14 412
France 3.00 6 3.43 6 2.93 8 2.69 12 491
Germany 3.18 2 3.51 4 3.14 4 2.94 2 430
Great Britain 2.99 8 3.30 7 2.94 7 2.82 5 889
Greece 2.69 18 2.90 17 2.56 17 2.55 17 416
Italy 2.95 9 3.26 9 2.92 10 2.70 11 437
Japan 3.17 3 3.46 5 3.26 1 2.84 4 125
Mexico 2.89 10 3.26 10 2.72 12 2.76 8 406
New Zealand 2.85 12 3.09 14 2.85 11 2.58 15 150
Poland 2.88 11 3.11 13 2.92 9 2.80 7 238
Portugal 2.77 13 3.12 11 2.69 14 2.55 16 193
Republic of Ireland 2.77 14 2.96 16 2.71 13 2.70 10 161
Spain 2.75 15 3.11 12 2.65 15 2.50 18 214
Sweden 3.17 4 3.58 1 3.16 3 2.81 6 258
Turkey 2.71 17 2.87 18 2.53 18 2.69 13 332
United States 3.29 1 3.53 2 3.18 2 3.17 1 1000
TABLE 1 ‐ Management score and ranking by practice (selected OECD sample)
Notes: Overall management is the average score across all 18 questions. Monitoring management is the average score across questions 1 to 6 in Table 1 in the Appendix. Targets
management is the average score across questions 8 to 12. Incentives management is the average score across questions 7 and 13 to 18.
Source: WMS (2004‐2014), available at www.worldmanagementsurvey.com
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(1) (2) (3)
Quartile 10th  50th 90th
Germany ‐0.019 ‐0.070* ‐0.300***
(0.030) (0.042) (0.092)
Japan 0.007 ‐0.065 ‐0.362**
(0.043) (0.070) (0.144)
Sweden ‐0.005 ‐0.019 ‐0.459***
(0.034) (0.049) (0.103)
Canada ‐0.030 ‐0.209*** ‐0.205**
(0.032) (0.045) (0.096)
Great Britain ‐0.100*** ‐0.277*** ‐0.555***
(0.029) (0.035) (0.070)
France ‐0.146*** ‐0.264*** ‐0.561***
(0.041) (0.043) (0.080)
Australia ‐0.060* ‐0.240*** ‐0.550***
(0.034) (0.044) (0.082)
Italy ‐0.066* ‐0.357*** ‐0.639***
(0.035) (0.046) (0.080)
Mexico ‐0.278*** ‐0.335*** ‐0.558***
(0.054) (0.047) (0.085)
Poland ‐0.160*** ‐0.402*** ‐0.731***
(0.058) (0.059) (0.090)
Portugal ‐0.250*** ‐0.535*** ‐0.831***
(0.074) (0.065) (0.086)
Republic of Ireland ‐0.622*** ‐0.532*** ‐0.568***
(0.112) (0.071) (0.116)
Spain ‐0.419*** ‐0.575*** ‐0.783***
(0.085) (0.062) (0.088)
Greece ‐0.450*** ‐0.664*** ‐0.728***
(0.063) (0.047) (0.077)
Turkey ‐0.022 ‐0.758*** ‐0.954***
(0.034) (0.050) (0.066)
Constant 2.292*** 3.329*** 4.352***
(0.015) (0.022) (0.055)
Observations 11,340 11,340 11,340
Adjusted R2 0.081 0.134 0.061
TABLE 2 ‐ Quantiles of management with US as the benchmark
Notes: The dependent variable is the management score of firm i, in country c. OECD countries reported only in the
order of their average management score in Figure 1. Robust standard errors are reported in parenthesis below




Table 1: The Management Practice Dimensions 
Categories Score from 1-5 based on: 
1) Introduction of Modern 
manufacturing techniques 
What aspects of manufacturing have been formally introduced, including just-in-time delivery from suppliers, automation, 
flexible manpower, support systems, attitudes and behavior? 
2) Rationale for introduction of Modern 
manufacturing techniques 
Were modern manufacturing techniques adopted just because others were using them, or are they linked to meeting 
business objectives like reducing costs and improving quality? 
3) Process problem documentation Are process improvements made only when problems arise, or are they actively sought out for continuous improvement as 
part of a normal business processes? 
4) Performance tracking Is tracking ad hoc and incomplete, or is performance continually tracked and communicated to all staff? 
5) Performance review Is performance reviewed infrequently and only on a success/failure scale, or is performance reviewed continually with an 
expectation of continuous improvement?  
6) Performance dialogue In review/performance conversations, to what extent is the purpose, data, agenda, and follow-up steps (like coaching) clear 
to all parties? 
7) Consequence management To what extent does failure to achieve agreed objectives carry consequences, which can include retraining or reassignment to 
other jobs? 
8) Target balance Are the goals exclusively financial, or is there a balance of financial and non-financial targets?  
9) Target interconnection Are goals based on accounting value, or are they based on shareholder value in a way that works through business units and 
ultimately is connected to individual performance expectations? 
10) Target time horizon Does top management focus mainly on the short term, or does it visualize short-term targets as a “staircase” toward the 
main focus on long-term goals?  
11) Targets are stretching Are goals too easy to achieve, especially for some “sacred cows” areas of the firm, or are goals demanding but attainable for 
all parts of the firm?  
12) Performance clarity Are performance measures ill-defined, poorly understood, and private, or are they well-defined, clearly communicated, and 
made public? 
13) Managing human capital To what extent are senior managers evaluated and held accountable for attracting, retaining, and developing talent 
throughout the organization? 
14) Rewarding high-performance To what extent are people in the firm rewarded equally irrespective of performance level, or is performance clearly related to 
accountability and rewards? 
15) Removing poor performers Are poor performers rarely removed, or are they retrained and/or moved into different roles or out of the company as soon 
as the weakness is identified? 
16) Promoting high performers Are people promoted mainly on the basis of tenure, or does the firm actively identify, develop and promote its top 
performers?  
17) Attracting human capital Do competitors offer stronger reasons for talented people to join their companies, or does a firm provide a wide range of 
reasons to encourage talented people to join?  
18) Retaining human capital Does the firm do relatively little to retain top talent, or do whatever it takes to retain top talent when they look likely to 
leave? 
Note: Full set of questions can be found on www.worldmanagementsurvey.com 
Source: Bloom and Van Reenen (2010) 
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